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Hr. Geoffrey Wolff 
N cwsweek 

444 Madison Avenue 
Hew York, !!Y 


Dear Mr. Wolff: 





69-01 35th Avenue 
Jacks on II eights, FY 
11377 


August 13 , 1971 


X am currently researching an article dealing with, the Questionable 
integrity of the Hew York Times Book Review. The Times has repeatedly 
engaged in wnat mus i> he regarded as deliberate literary assassination 
of books and authors by assigning biased reviewers and refusin'? to 


print rebuttal letters once these damaging 


reviews have been run. 


I'-Y purpose m writing to you is that a letter which you wrote 
to the Times Book Review, and which was published on May 30, 1971 
figures prominently in what I believe was a deliberate Times axe— 

,job on Harold Weisberg «s "Frame-Up. « I have serious doubts as to 
the accuracy of your letter, however I would like to hear yovr side 
of the story before I conclude the article. Perhaps vou can shed new 
light on the matter. 

I do not know if you are aware of it, but your letter was not 
made. available to Mr. Weisberg for comment before its publication. 

In. view or the rather serious charges you make against Mr. Weisber*- 
this, seems strangely negligent on the part of the Times. That it was 
deli oerate seems obvious in view of the fact that yours was the oniv 
tv o cippeax* in response io "the John K^pion r^^iew d.*s i ' v i+ ,u + v»® 

fact that yours dealt with an admittedly "tangential" subject. The 
limes received many letters in response to Mr. Kaplan's review, vet 
ix failed to acknowledge receipt to thobe who wrote, and it printed 

+ Z‘2°t k i’* Ka P lar -'f role a s a lawyer with the Criminal Division of 
the Justice Department, and his 1967 attack on the "revisionist" 

tne Warren. Report published in the American Scholar clearly 
should have disqualified him as a reviewer of Mr. Weisberg.' s book, 
revi e.v°nf C i'4v+ in your letter that you did not decide on a favorable 

tt ?Lo^ lteWaSh because 7° u had never read more than a xew rages 
of it, thuo you were never ordered not to review it. You add that* you 

decided, in agreement with your editors, to leave the consideration 

of books about the Kennedy assassination to reviewer v>® + + »^ 

xo judge their merits. 4 a 

I recently spent a week-end with Mr. Weisberg at his home. He 
f?I® ' ca !J 1 P dets access to his files which are meticulously dated.. 

During the period of his dealings with the 
c.ainAon .os., Mr. ■„ eis.oerg was preparing a book dealing with the 

0± ' material Poking the official governmeSt Jine 
x . 6 alone assassinated. President Kennedy. These notes are 

typea on stationary that without question is several years old! ^IhS 
typewriter that was used is no longer in existence. 

According to Mr. Weisberg -a notes he paid two visits to vour of- 

copy °r the book but Sad 

?h»Ts^ rt S,4i‘ e „ S0St ^naioatc, tor they niter rertM bo«s 



. t . t . M ov Weisberg ' s notes dated May 24, 19b6 include: "Bumped into - 

Je ,- has read tile b o o lc , impressed, interested, ancl/~"rnuch 
beutei written than you had led me to believe."/." L 

v/o^ h - Ac 2 0 rct i n5 , to _ Mr » Weisberg, you told him that the Editor ox the 
^.a^hington Post, J. Russell Wiggins, ordered you to review none of 
tte books dealing with the Warren Resort because you were a Lv 

since the 0U f iat th J s amounted to a policy decision against -"Whitewash" 
since the subsequent books doubtless would be reviewed through Book Week 
You agreed, but there was nothing you could do. Mr. Weisbe?g showed m- 
a carbon or the letter he wrote you on August 28, 1966 Xollowfnl ' lL 

M?°Vwi„s e In e -af "Rush to Judgement. " It begins: "When I spoke to 

1 told hiKi the one thing I have a right to exr-ct 
you T^ n S^/° e \ iS “*»«».' **«> I »P 0 it* to you a LSh Jgo 
+n-=, y U . P olll r y was co review none oX the books, I told vou 

this meant you would review all but mine, through Book Week " ^ 

,, vr 1 ' jV ® 1 ? y ° ur letter to the Times contradicts itself', As editor oX 
the Washington Post Book Review it was your job to assign "Whitewash" 
to a reviewer qualified to judge the merits or the book i r you did 

Ifc ?. X + ! C ? a ' C • you couxd honestly evaluate Mr. Weisberg' s charges In 
view oX this your statement that "mv „ _ Y , - cn , a ? es * . Xn 


^ , , . ** — cvdiuiibc nr. v/exsDerr's nhqrff^q T-n 

^ eW r ° ± +1 thl ? your statement that "My editors were as pleased to siiS 
m^oxt the hook as I was pleased to be oil it, "seems aSlgSus a? ' 

Mr. Weisberg informed me that you had read "Frame-Up" ana ulann»c 
to review it prior to the appearance of the Kaplan review. If inlS™ 
it? P uoil ^r requesting information on when your review woIidrSn 
resulted m the response that you no longer planned to f view the SSSfc 
because the appearance 61 that footnote in Kaplan’s review Sd Xu^d 
^,^ n ?? dCrable s^rrassment" and that you had written to fefimes 

*i/ o — ~ «* 

, , UnXessr you can supply me with some new perspective on this en+ire 
matter 1 see no alternative but to assume that my current aSatvsi^oS 
Kaplan's review and your letter is correct T anaXysxs o;t 

have something to say on this Satte?? certainly hope tnat you 

I look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 


Gerald Policol'f' 




